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Language Acquisition

FORWARD

Charles Norman told me once that there comes
a time after the composition of a-poem, a painting,
a story when one can no longér change ény of thé
parts without destroying the whole. Such a point
has come with tﬁis paper -on child language acquisi;
tion: a point in my own development to which I
cannot return. I think that I do, however, under-
stand why I cannot revise this paper yithout
destroying it. I suspect that many of my readers
will remember being, or may currently be at a
similar point of conflict in the study of language.

When I was asked, to write. the paper,‘I was
~told to write about reading acquisition? ‘I said
then that I no longer thought I was studying
reading, that I was studying language in all its
aspecﬁs. I now find it difficult to think that
the topic isllanguage; I suspect it is what we
might call epistemdlogy, in m? fuzzy boundary
usé of the term as the investigation of coming
to know.

As I re-read the paper; I detect a conflict
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in my own viewpoints toward language development

and its relation to knowledge of the world and of

the self. I find myself writing halfway from a
finite set framework and halfwéy_from‘a Wittgenstein-
ian limitless possibilities framework. I read
myself writing about "rule-governed behaviér”

and at the same time about -"fuzzy boundaries."

I did claim that we must investigate both variance
and invariance, but I do not believe that I had |
decided that people could be as complex as I am

-

now convinced we are.



Effects of Written Language and Metalinguistic Awareness

on Language Acquisition from 5 to 12

The first five years of a person's life

are usually considered to contain the most drématic
changes in language development (Brown, 1973);
recently, however, students of child language
acquisition have begun to find subtle and importaﬁ%
.drama in the years betweén_age 5 and puberty \
(Lenneberg, 1966; C. Chomsky, 1972; Anderson, 1975)

'; Typically, reséarchers speék of child lénggaég

acquisition before age 5 and mean acquisition of oral\

language. Palermo & Molfese (1972) reviewed the |
literature on developmeat in phonology, syntax, and
semanticsl I have reviewed briefly some of the more
recent studies in these fields. I have also inéiuded
wdrk.in the field of pragmatics, a neglected area of
research in oral language acquisition.

I believe that an éxémination of oral language
acquisition alone istinsufficient; thus the heart of
this paper includesAan.examiﬁation of the interplay
between oral and writﬁen language ana'the developﬁent

of metalinguistic awareness. The growth of the child's .

6
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language system after age 5 is complicated by the
fact that the child begins formal instrpctioﬁ,
particularly in reading. Age 5 is, of course,
arbitrarily taken from the research; whenever
children begin formal instruction they have the
opportunity to change their oral language system
through their develcping use of written language.

We know very little as yet about the relationships

between oral language and written language but I -

will report on a few studies investigating the
impact of written language.

A related aspect of formal instruction is
the opportunity to change the part of the child's

language system that can be called metalinguistics,

or language-aboﬁf—languége. I will»present a few
studies that address the child's growing skill in
analyzing his owﬁllanguége, segmenting it into
" the meaningful (and sometimes seemiﬁgly meaningless)
units required for school tasks, and responding to
language-about-language. Many of these studies also
relate to the possible effects of written language
upon oral language. N

I reviewed the literature on child language

acquisitioh so that I might draw some implications for

teaching. I found, rather, that the implications came

P

R
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from teaching, from what I found children doing with
languagé. Hence, the last part of this paper is anecdotal,
personal, and speculative. What I found children doing
with language, however, confirms some insights of the
research reported. The research itself is scant; addresses
"scattered topics, and lacks coherent focus. Perhaps that

focus may come from pedagogy.

Traditional Investigations in Oral Langudge Development

Phonology. Gibson & Levin's (1975) review of

the literature on phonology concluded that, not only do
most children controi the phonetic output of all except
the least important sounds in énglish by kindergarten age,
children are also in control of a phonological ru1e4
system. Ingram (1974) tended toward a similar Qiew but
cautioned that we could overstress the rapidity of

the child's movement ﬁoward an adult phonological system
»(cf. Palermo & Molfese, 1972). Charles Read's (1975a‘and
_;975b)lﬁofk in thé{early invented spelling bf:preschégifm“
<chi1drén furnishes evidence that children do evolve

a phonological system. Read foupd amazing cecnsistency

in what the children did in éﬁtempting to spell,
consistehcy in the way their spellings differed from

the adult, or dictionary, Spellings. The impact of
written language can be seen even more vividly in work
with oldér children in spelling and pronunciation |

(Moskowitz, 1973; Templeton, in progress). -
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Furthermore, the discussion of the phonological
system's development in the older child becomes difficult
because of the increasingly tacit nature of phonology
as syntax and semantics become more complex. As Gibson
& Levin (1975, p. 125) suggest: |

. .[MJeaning units take priority in the
child's analysis of speech.

Parallels have been drawn between the development

of language historically and of lénéuage devélopment

within the individual child, particulafiy at the level

of phonology. Weinreich, Labov, & Herzog (1968) have

discussed sound changes which include the role of the

child. Paul Kiparsky examined the development of the

language system within the young:child specifically

(1975, pp. 278-79):

Language, then, evolves as é self-correcting

system, without ever reaching a state of
"equilibrium, but also without ever deteriorating
to a poir.t where it cannot function as a '
fully adequate means of expression.

To Kipafsky, as with Gibson & Levin, changes within
the language system of the young child are related not only
to the sound system that composes phonology, but also to
the elements of language that have been called syntax,
semantics, -and pragmatics. Changes within the language

of the group and the language of the individual child

were both described as being motivated by functional
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needs (needs for ease in speaking; for ease in under-
standing; and for ease in learning); by social status
needs; and often by needs created by a change in one
facet of language requiring a chanée in another
For instance, a change in the sound system might create
! ho%éphone which would cause semantic confusion.
.Whichgyer_aspect~bf laﬁguage we are talking about,
we may refer to systems which evolve dynamically.
Syntax. Syntax, or the orderly way in which
English words fit together in sentences, phfases, or
clauses, has become increasingly difficult to divorce
from semantics, or the meanings attached to the words--
so much so that John Robert Ross (1975) "coined the
term semantax (compare that with the earlier term
tagmeme) to describe'”a blended system concerned
both with meaning and with form" (p 283). For
purposes of this paper, however, and becaﬁse of the
deéigns of the studies themselves, research with
primary emphasis on syntax %as been separated from
research w1th emphasis on semantics. (Even researchers
find the division hard to maintain; notice Cérol
Chomsky's work.)
Studies of child acquisition of syntactical

forms prior to age 5 had indicated'tha: the young

child very rapidly approximates adulc word order

10
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in sgntenceé (Browr, 1§73). Carol Chomsky (1969)
begaﬁ work into the acquisition of syntax in children
5-10. She noticed that older children often seemed
to understand a syntactic structure associated

with certain words, such as ask, tell, promise,

easy to see, hard to see, as long as these words were

in an unambiguous setting. When she put them into

test situations'with ambiguous sertences, Chomsky

found children learned more and more about the structures
associated with the meanings of the words as they grew

older:

We see that the progress of learning a
word may be a lengthy one, which the child
may go through fairly slowly. He may
acquire the concept of a word and some of
its associated structures, and may wait
several years before learning an additional
associated structure, particularly if it
is a problemati¢ ome. (p. 41)

Carol'Chomsky used the term "potential learning

period" for the boundaries of the acquisition period

‘and claimed that children on the edge of mastery of

these less common structures may shed light on degrees
of compiexity of syntactic structure in adult language
(p. 121).

The question of which syntactical structures are
more>compléx has been raised by many investigators

(R. Brown & Hanlon, 1968; Ross, 1975; Pearson, 1975).

11
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Brown & Harnlon invoked Zipf's Law rather unusually
in their study of the lé£é~;¢aﬁisition of tag questions
such as '"didn't I?" or "did I?" Zipf had compared
the length in letters of English words to their~ -
frequency of use and had noted an inverse relationship.
Hence, some investigators had theorized that we would
acquire short simple words (or sentence forms, such as
the simple, aétiye, affirmative, declarative sentence)
earlier, dué'to Zipf'd Law, which in'Brown'é descriPtion
(p. 191)-had further postulated thét "our frequently
used tools. . . will be kept simple and close to
hand."

The‘paradox in the Brown and Hanlon study was
the late acquisition of such séemingly short and simple
forms as the tag question. They indicated that tHe
transformations or derivations which the person must
go through to produce the surface form of "didn't I?"
in its correct, or adult, usage at tﬁe\end of a sentence
were as complex as those for many far longer sentences.
Furthermore, they suggested that frequency of usage
(or age of acquisition) might be important material
for cognitive psychologists; our more basic language
tools scem te be learned earlier (cf. C. Chomsky? 1969).

Brown and Hanlon (p. 188) hedged rather dogmaticaily:

12
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Length and frequency are not. cognltlve
variables but we canrot be sure that they
will, on that account, fail to influence
results obtained © psychologlsts

Ruth Clark (1974) a- ; olain’ wny
chlldren often seem to have wuuu..standing of language

elements whlch haven't actually been incorporated into

/

‘their. language system. She-argued that children will

’ ! . ' : . . . '
often repeat unprocessed elements, within the limits

of memory (”That s our. had lunch “p. 6). Slobin &

~Welsh (1973) report examples 31mllar to Clark's.

I have called these repetltlons of unprocessed units o

,.placeholders I thlnk that adults often have 51mllar

unprocessed linguistic units; we frequently are amazed

when we see.-a word or phrase in pr1nt that we have been
Q@

us1ng at the oral language level w1thout reallzlng its

wrltten segmentatlon

Clark claimed that- the process of '"modifying

a practiced unit internally ‘is psychologically more
complex than the proceSS.of collocating'linguistlc'
units''; we can;move the unit more easily than we'can
analyze it. - Thus a child'may organize linguistic units

— /o

at different levels concurrently;imay use different

"strategles in combining prev1ously acqulred structures

3

w1th new heard" structures. We are probably all

famlllar w1th the Chlld who parro S é mature soundlng &
\\
phrase and adds a dlfferent endlng as 1f-the phrase ‘\\\\\\\\

were one word, or placeholder
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Clark divided between linguistic knowledge
and psycholbgieal processes, positing that the
aequisition of new linguistic (syntactic, here)
~structures infldenees psycholbgiCﬁl pro ses; and
psychological proeesses influence the tisition
of new 1inguistic knowledge. She based this claim
on her éﬁterpretation of Gedrge Miller's statement
eonce;ning memory capacity;s being affected-”by the
struéture of the material to be remembered" (p. 8;

~also cf. F. Smith, 1975). |
Clark documented her study w1th diary evidence )
of chlldren attempting to reduce proces51ng load

-Other 1nvest1gators in syntax used time of processlng

”based on transformational generatlve grammar modelsg

. : b ,
. along with order of acquisition, to arrive at
—
complex1ty _ratings (Granowsky & - Botel, 1974). Most

. \
. of tbe related ‘studies of syntact1ca1 complex1ty

(Vogel 1975 Siler, 1974 Smith, 1975 & Pearson 1975)
1nvolved wr1tten language and will be addressed in
the second sectlon of th1 ‘paper.

' - Semantics. Eve (Qlark §l973; 1974) has. authored
. I/EHd-inspired many investigations: into the acquisition

’ of relational wdrds. Her 1973  paper demonstrated
- a method of testing for order of acquisition of the

14
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terms in, gﬁ; and under as words with- different
meanings, versus being‘placebolders in the sentence
with a vague meaning of "location" to which the |
child could respond with a guess based on the normal
use of objects in the ronment. For example,

the sentence: '"'Put x on in the cup," might

be performed.correCtly by the child because that's
what we usually do with a spoon near a cup.

Holland and Palermo (l975) performed a srmllar

'study‘w1thAthe terms more and,less with children from
age 4-10 to 5¥ll They interpreted their results,’ |
' Whlch 1nd1cated 1ncreased understandlng of the terms
after teachlng sessions uslng Piagetian conservatJon
tasks in light of contrlbutlons to semantlc theory
'by Hermlne Slnclalr de Zwart (l973) Madame Slnclalr
in opposltlon to llngulsts who w1sh,to attribute'

@ more central role to language in cognltlve development,

\had suggested that -
Llngulstlc structures may well be yet
another symptom of the very general,
universal cognitive structures. (p. 25)
Herb Clark (l973) set the theoretlcal background
for work by KuczaJ & Maratsos (1975) in ”Space tlme

semantics, and the Chlld " Clark hypotheslzed that

15
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the young child has developed ‘an awareness of perceptual
space (called P-space) well before he begins to atteno
to the words for space and time that adults'oee. Clark
related his hypothesis to information that Bierwisch
and Greenberg had gathered in their explorationshin
search of 1a» 'ersals.
Remcuwver Rutn Clark's claim that words used
can be unprocessed. In Eve Clark's work many of the
words were necessary inlthe'sentences used, thus could
operate as placeholders even w1th Clark's careful
attempts to separate the chlld s 11ngu1st1c responses
from the typical response to items in the env1ronment.'
In her work on relational words like in, on, under,
before, and arter, she ccumenced that tasks - .:1d
be devised which would separate the child's -.. inguistic
responses f-:a his linguistic responseslmore - 7 chan
her tasks had done. |
Stan KuczaJ s more successful experlment
attemprlng to. make such a separation (1975) was cone
5 with children on the loJer age boundary of th?s aner
| '.(ages-3-5). Neverthelese, kis critique of semantic
acquisiticrn - cudies seem qui-ez pe;tinent ho th2 /
attempt to fi..d "unprocessed units."}h | /

. ~ Kucrn? constructed two experiments to test the

chlld s comprechension of always, never, usually, sometimes,
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and seidom His flrst experiment compared the polar
‘w‘terms alwazs and seldom and the second used all flve
terms.' Kuczaj chose words Wthh could be separated
from the basic sentence carrying them without_leaving

‘an unusual string (to adult ears). TFor example,’

"The girl always jumps," can be rendered "The girl

-jumps," without viol..cing adult syntax. Eve Clark's

"Put the spoon in the cup," examples are not so

easily separated without adding a;complicatingtfactor
to evaluate: the:child's response to an anonalous
string. | |
 Kucza. :szed a‘twoepart comprenension task:
fesponse'tovthé basic sentence and'response to the

- sentence with alwav’s or never inserted. But he

checked furthsr: toc e certain when children were

responding to :ddition of the term differentially
and when they .cre still Just respondlng to the basic |
sentence.. He . .icd for Judgments of sllllness to ~
otterances by .. hand puppet: ”Tell;me shen my

puppet says Sﬁmcth_.g'Silﬁyd He-also us :d an
imitation task :fror Slobin and Welsh (1¢73),
as-a further check, assuming that the child would

omit the meaningle word, if it/ were so.
. o A k ¢

Kuczaj': -.asoning was careful, it seemed to’

i
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me, yet we have a number df mysteries about how
semantic features for abstract words may be acquired
and about how word usage develops. Does the concept/
_develep before the chif%‘attends to and uses an adult
word? Does this happen only ih certain semantic
\\ categories like time and space? ’Fufther,4dees a child -
retpond to a string iike ubac (Kuczaj, p. 353) the
-\ .same Way he would to 393257 Slobin & Welsh (1973)"
\\found that there were reasonq other than failure to.
-comprehend whlch affected the imitation or lack, of
1m1tatlon,of‘wotds.3 The child they studied would
_imitate a nohaense word in plate of a copula while
she would omit other parts of utterances.
In an experiment with older children (ages 4-9) -
Kuczaj & Maratses (1972) dealt with a giffetent qﬁestioh;
They asked: How do_children assighvthe terme ggggg;r'
back, and side to objects with;and without canonical

v

fronts, backs,,and‘sidesz Their attempt was to test
Herb Clark's hypothes;s4that thiidreh extend the
interpretation hf‘shatial terms first fromAtheir own
bodies thenitO‘other quects.~.Their‘data indicated
«a»numbe; of problems with the Clarks' semahtic-hypothesis.
The‘inVestigations described above cohderned

words that could be descrlbed as hlghly abstract

worklng in a semantlc subsystem. In a dlfferent type

18
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of experimenk into‘chilu acquisition of.word meaning,
Elaine Anderson (1975) c¢xplored categoriaatlons.by
c¢hildren, following work by Labov (1973) Anderson
questlonea\now the child a331gns the words c_pi\nd’/
‘glagg to objects in the environment.
A

| The wor!. of the Clarks and their colleagues

had dealt w1th 'words which they postulated began as

very vague ideas to :he child llngulstlcally, Anderson s.>'“

work dealt with words that plobably begin to operatek

as very specific ideas llngulstlcally (cf: Neloon

'l974). Such a word as cup would be acquired, supposeuly,

as the namefof.a concrete referent in the world.‘ cup

is a cup,-and'itlprobably“is the childfa‘cup. o
Anderson~oollected a variety of cups and

glassesr She askeo cfildren’aged 3,£6, 9, and li

to do‘four tasks:_ 1) to name the_items;

2) to sort ‘them into cupe versus glasses . (and to'

put the ones they thought were neither into a .

' leftover pile); 3)'to'define éﬁp and glaég- and

4) to choose the best exemplar for each category

‘(a typlcallty ratlng, cf. Rosch l975a l975b)
Anderson concluded that Eve Clark s Dartlal

semar tic hypothe31s might apply in thls type of task

\
for a few ochcts

alsc. from first learnlng 'names
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a child will tend to overextend the usage, especially
in relation to salient perceptual'properties,_then
will make finer and finer distinctions leading‘to
discrete categories which older children can verbalize
-into definitions similar. to adult, urttronary
derfinicions _eflnltlons Wthh are hedged and phrased
in terms of typicality often, with 1ots of room for
"leftovers"). |
En outcomeuiookej for hut not.questioned<
directly was the realizazion on the part of the
‘holder children that our :ategory boundarles are
~4E vague. The older the czild, the more items he tended
,to place in the leftover pile('-Anderson interpreted
‘this eas indicating that the mature understanding;of
Va semantic domain, whcther abstract or concrete will.
: include scme underscandlng of the vagueness of
categorlesy of the fuzziness of categor1es_(Labov,1973 ).
It may be“that.Anderson;s leftover pile ' [

. '
\ and Rosch s typlcallty ratlngs can lead in the dlrcctlon

A

\ of investigating the- varlablllty of -how chlldren mean S

\ . and yet the communalltles that enable chlldren to
communicate, aven with a language system;bhat’is
constantly changing‘(Kiparsky; 1975; Leontiey, 1975;
Wein:eich, Labov, & Herzog, 1968 addressed thé'iSsne

of the indivicual language system's working toward,

20
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but never attaining equilibrium).

A difficulty,~of course, arises in any ° earch
that asks the child to ...iLros=nice or Lo attempt Lo
reportldireCCly on‘what he is doing withk language; however,

some investigators hHave found it appropr._ate to try to

—~—_

tap the child's ability to <o just that, to analyze his
own language system’(the‘meralinguistic awareness issue
reoortedvlater) In'Anderscn's task, the chlldren
seemed to be able to deflne (to operate llngulstlcally
or perhaps metallngulstlcally) in the context of
physical manlpulatlons w1th concrete referents, 'so
_she’ ‘could . compare llngurstlc w1th nonllngulstlclslgns
of the children's conceptsT Perhaps even more
sophisticated, or‘sensitive,gaesignsbcan be devised
to probe for .other semantic unde€rstandings of the
_ young child. |

Pragmatics This first section of the oaper

was titled "Traditional 1nvest1gatlons" because of
‘1ts emphas1s upon oral language acqula1tlon studlesi
as distinct fmom research into theninterplay between
written and oral langcagel fhe‘subject:ofw"pragmatics,”
howaver,'in the examination bf chilqzlahguage 228 l‘lthn
‘might be called a '"neglected tradition." Jercme Hruner

. (1974) suggested, in a rheorscical'position paper,§

that the emph351s upon synch'onlc grammatical "pects

ERIC o o 21
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of'language has © ~d great ins. .. ., but at gre:it

cost: we have neglected to attend to functions of
language. Bruner feels that this neglect has caused
investigative confusions and misinterpretations;
[alnd since the uses of language are, I
believe, crucial to an understandlng of
how language is acquired, how it is
INITIALLY used, the study of language
acquisition has been- distorted. (p. 1)
Bruner and Dore (1974) have requested that
presuppositions about the young language acquirer's
intentions be re-examined. They point to the assnmptions',

of grammars. based~upon syntax or semantics as formal .

models’ whlch may have led 1nvest1gators to attrlbute to

the child knowledge (although rudlmentary) based upon
a»fullblown adult grammatical system (which may or

- may not be descriptive of adult language, I might add);

Dore, for eyample suggested that overconcern with
l

the sentence as the assumed unit of language under-

lylng the child's flrst utterances has' led to "an

unresolvable theoretlcal stalemate" (p. 21)._ Brunet

(1974, p. 6) illustrated this point with David

McNeill's earlj and open.. assumptlon of "the concept

of a sentence underlylng chlldren s first utterances

(along w1th McNelll s modlflcatlon of this assumptlon)
The Dore and Bruner pos1tlon papers re- -analyzed

data from syntactlc and semantic grammars.in light o=

. 22 _ B .._‘_c_;t;._'_lw__. m_ct _
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speech act theory, an area of ﬁragmatics.  Their
appfoach'to language acquisition assumes that the
analysis of language formally into such categories

as phonology, syntax, and semantics is not necessarily.
applicable to the language system of the young‘child.
- (Compare Cazdeﬁ's 1973 warning that work in socio-’
1inguistics:and stratificational grammar should not

be ignored.) Brunerhaﬁd Dore suggest that - the eynthesis
of theee language elements in thefepeeth_acts of the
young child may be more sensibly regarded as part
. of the overall cognitive development of the child,
emerging'deveippmentally from'aﬁwihstruﬁentat,
'intentionallbase and léteg developing as separable
linguistie eystems-intthe adLlE It is to the adult
that the competence model may seem to apply, not to '
the young child. They feel that work 51m11ar to that~
of Sinclair—De Zwart using Plagetlan—type technlques
would be a promlslng avenue to pursue. |

Unfortunately for me, the data whlch the papers

of Dore and Br&ner examined pertaln to ‘very young
chlldren-(cf..Brown, 1973), outside the aegis of this
paper. The studies that relate:to oral language

deve'opmeﬂt from a pragmatlc standpoxnt for chlldren

agad 5 tc 12 which I could find are less theoretlcal
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and range more widelynws
Dore warned -fhat pragmatics, for him "speech

1A}

act theory," should not be interpreted as rejecting
grammatical analyses'of language, but as integrating
the knowledge of grammar of the fully developed system
with the communicative functions for which individual
speakers use language (p. 39). The studies which fsllow
illustrateJsomebsurprising'uses of language by children
in the age range with which we are concerned.
Descriptions of child language usage from a
pragmatics standpoint has been provided by Fraser &
Roberts (l975) by Gleason (l973), and by Asher (l976).
Cazden (1973), additionally, analyzed the feedback
that parents and adults furnish youngjspeakers in
tne‘preschool years; she aaid that this feedback was
a reaction to the communication'intended by the
child rather than a reacrlon to 'correct” syntax
or 'correct"” pronunCiation Rather than spending
hours expanding and modelling language‘ﬂé; for
children, parentawreaotwgo,the truth value orjghe
tinstrdﬁental value of/a child's utterances. (When.
a child reaches school age, however, she noted that
he may_be correoted-for his usage rather. than having

his statements reacted to as communication.)
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Cazden suggested that attention to_"correcinessf
of talk in schbol, és opposed to attention to the meaning
intended by the child, may be harmful. She discussed
research in which the "non-verbal' nature of Black children
disappeared when the children'Were put in a séﬁting_in
Whiéh the communicative value of théir speech was honored.

Gleaéonf(1973) and'Frasef & Roberfs (1975)
analyzed the st?lés'of discourse Qh{ch children use
with éach other and with adults. We know fhat we can
switch codeg, or styles of speaking, as adults, but

- children have been assumed to be lingﬁisticaliy too
immatﬁre to switch codés? F:asef and RoSerts had
_fouhd mothgfs adapting to childrén, usiﬁg more complex
Speech’with older children and less complex with younger |
children, when askeg to direct model buiiding and to
tell stories in a laboratory setting. Gleason decided
to use a more natdralistib-method of gathering ¢£EE‘
(Visiting'the;hoﬁéé'and'fecording inﬁerchanges between
) childrén and other children, oider and youngé:,'andj,:
between chiidfeh ana-aduits)un.She fbﬁnd-tbat:ghildren
themselves develop thé ability to switch codes and .
de&elop ﬁhe ability rather earlyi | | ’
" Gleason had.éxpected'tq find children developing

‘a Baby;talk code with.younger‘Childfen; a colloquial,
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casual style with their peers; and a fofmal style with
adults. She concluded that these styles exist, but
that children showed much more flexibility in code
switching than she had expected. She found at least
- two other codes, a language of socialization (cf.
Weinreich; Labov, & Herzog; 1968) in which children

'"and a

could encourage one another to '"be nice,’
whining style. An example of the code analysis
Gleasoﬁ used is ''baby talk.'" Adults-using ''baby
talk" to children use higher fundamental frequencies;
they use simple sentences, concrete nouns, |
dimuﬁitives and other endéarments, expansions, and

even ”méking over," or excessive praise or inordinate
~attention. |
Gleason noted that,theAcodes overlap or
cﬁange quickly. Even in 'baby talk".manY‘gtﬁributes
could be considered tc be attempts to show a child
'how_to'acty rather than how to speak; the intenﬁioﬁ
seems to:be that of socializa%ibn, even within the
‘béBy talk context. Cleasdn recorded aﬁ orderly
progression in:children{' when very yoﬁng they will . "
accept baby talk addressed to them; later they will
rebel and let-the adult (or older child) kﬁbw that they
willhnoklonger respond in the desired manner té baby

~
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talk. By the time a child is 8, he can use an
extreme baby talk -code himself to a 2 year old and
Vﬂgge,a/socialization code to a 4 year old. -This same
-8 year old can indulge in formal talk with adults,
_aithoqgh he will even vary his sﬁyle according to
his relationship with the adult in question.

One could construct a syntactical anaiysis of
ti.» language system of this 8 year old when he is
using the formal code, I suppose, but such an ahalysis
-would omit the pragﬁatics, or functions of his utteranceé;
it would omit hoy language functions in the context of
the child's 1life. Let us look‘at the child's ability
to assess his use of'language. |

v Asherl(1976) assumed that, while children may
be able to uge langﬁage for many different functions,
they might not'be_ablé to reflect upon, or judge,
the effectiveness of their own usage nor to evaluate |
the effectiveness of the communications of other
people. Second-, fourth-, aﬁd sixth—grade students
were tasked witﬁ giving clues about one of t&é words
to. an imaginary person. 'They were then asked Fo 
-evaluate their own clues of the élues-of a yoked
agefmaté, when. the clues w 0 them;L;Effectiveness

ratings were compared with adu alua'_ons. Asher
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found, unsurprisingly, that the ability to appraise
effectively increases with age. The unusual results
were that children of all_ages showed the ability to
judge their own effectiveness eqﬁally as well as the
effeétiveness of other peoplie; a bias in favor of
self-effectiveness and én inaccuracy in appraising
the effectiVeﬁesé of the ot -.er person was expected.
This bias was expected, in ;artigular, with younger

childfen who are supposedly vulnerable to
_egocentric bias" (p. 31).

These few studies of code-switching ability
and effectiveness appraisal would seem to indicate
that children may be far more able to reflect upon
their own language usage. than heretofore/believed_
This ability to reflect may be highly affected
by the'communicative context, however; I suspect that
children may be faci}itated in activities }n which
they are absorbed in/doing sémething_exciting and
hindered when the emphasis is put upon language
anal&sis for itsﬁown sake (such as asking a child
to define "whatﬁa sentence is'" in a school-setting).

Dore (1974) argued that speech act theéry'
in ptggmatics has a datavbaseNEh?f calls for attention.
. . <f

e
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& sgocial, re .. ,. and even play functions
Garvey, . .son & Levin, 1975) are
ler areas w. -z2m important to the young
11d. Certai:r-- ‘her area neecing examination
~s the child's - to reflect upon the uses
to which he put = |. i ge.

The abil:i 2flect upon one's language
itself, metali: awareness, will be examined in
the second port: -his paper as we examine the
interplay betwee:. . language and written language.
Sggcﬁlatiéhs int Impact of Written Language

Written Le 2. The preceding section ¢:I this
paper referred 1.zt ~ly to oral language develor ment
without regarc fon Tect teaching in school and its
effects: This -~ . - will deal with the child's
increasing awe::: >f his language as an "iject"
whichvhe is ac anaiyze in such tasks as,

LWrite thé lett -+ for the beginning_sounds you
hear in the word '-rain,'" or, "How many wérds»do’

you see (or hear) in this sentence?" As the child
‘begins to read, he may receive input from written
' languége which contribute to increased sophistication
in phonology, syntax, semaﬁtics, and pragmatics.

We shall look bri- "'~ at some of these areas.
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Vozenky (1967) analyzed the —egular ~ies

to be - . Z ir Euglish =:*~ograshy wi ch th Vowlg
child z=- c&' : advantagz .f i:. learniag to -.

His pos- ‘o zarding langi:: acquisition s
to reflec- . viewpoin: tha = learninz to re: s
highlv .zpey :nt upon the high development o: .i=
lang: = . 2m, especially -nonologr, prior )
beg.- . ~ead:

In learning to read one's na-“ve Tanguage
the individual brings a reasona: _v acdcequate
set of language habits, as evidcuced by his
abllluy to 'soeak. Learﬂlng to reed iIn this
situation requires primarily the translation
from written symbols to sound, = procedure
which is ‘the basis of the read1r~ LTrocess
and p*oaably is ~he only languaga skill
aniqua to readln& (p. 102) ;

€-=pv ng conceptions o- the fit of written language
into ¢ Lay viage acquisition ¢ f the young child reflect
. i
dif =zrerr hy— .cheses about what réading is. Frank Smith
\

(19755 s _¢ -hat what the child reads involves =z trade-off

betw . :n @uzl and nonvisual information, between what is

1e . R

on .:n: sir¢ and what is expected from one's understandings.

“TiTheout enterlno the controversy over what readlng

‘is, T ¢k ‘e should consider the arguments that Venezky

raiscd co cc ming the development of the child's

~phonclogical stem before ag= 5. M. C. Templin (196€)

has preser widence that t=e phonologic:l system
ol mar y..  ildren did nc¢  clude ade ate control
30
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of the o= .cal onemes rczztad by vl
similar ew.. " was ; Tesented D Vogel . I).

Vhetnh:: sr neiz Venezky is corre:t - sur the
child p-ior tec ;e 5, 3reyne ltoskowitz (17 znd
Shane Templetc™ in | ‘ogress) suggest tha- =ary
aspects of t-z wnild developizg phonolog. .zi
system may coms o 2 child's dealings -ith
written langz:az. . ¢ -ice veTsz.

Mosk:wiz= - ' ')) set .Dbout to test f[or the
psychologica. -z .. - >f the zer: -ationa. —u_e syszerm
that Chomsky amc *..  had sec fco == in The Sound
Pattern of Englisit . 68). ““2 ¢_ tioned whether
the derivatica=l - 11.. could 2 semzratec b~ lozking
at child.:n Z: -1 . z=zrzally. She - ed ncasense
words reileczing = :=Teps iﬁ the curivaricos
under considez: - . fcr examzle tha ar-lication .of
the rules of vuwel :=iZft, te-szing laxing, and
diphthongizati . wun: ~lying the ciZferent
pronunciations . _..vine and divir:ty); che concluded

that’ tke rules .ot ° -ot be separa:ed, b~ -hat

children nevert-zles. iid graczuallw acqu -2 knowledge

of vowel shift betwe.n the ages «=f 7 an. =

Moskowitz sugzzsted that -he sour_c of this

knowledse which ckZ!:~:n incorpo=r -e in=c -neir system

31
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of phonolozy is '"the spelling system of Engli.
She compared her evidence with the early spe.
that Read (1975) had investigated; it might e
noted that even Read's studies assumed know_e - -
of writing because his children abstracted sour:
relacionships from letter names.

"Moskowitz's data further implied thaat
contributions to the  phonology system‘came Seom I
meaning relationships between such words as "=z -

derivation; opaque-opacity; base-basic; fur <-:za-

funeral ; ‘profound-profundity, such that the iz

becomes able to predict the pronunciation ¢ words
that are meaningfully related.

Carol Chomsky (197Q)~had suggested Tmi:-
while pronunciation may not be,indicated b th=
surface display in the orthography, childrez. -2
abstract the meaning relationship underlyir:
related words. She followed a transformatizal
generative model iﬁ.positipg that the matur hearez-
speaker oz the‘language stores words menta. oy
caLegorles in a lexicon-‘inﬁthe hypothetica lexizzn
words ‘are supposedly represented by an underly g
"1ex1cal spelllng Wthh does not ‘directly watzh sur-

face phonetic output. The lexical,spelling, s@2 argued,

.:32
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cat.oo tne surface spel 3 fz: mz - closely
The so~7zce phonetics so -z- the =zder mayv p&ss

cirect - -r fairly direc. 'y f-- thte written LS

to the ez .ng, without g -z th-sugh the trem: lar

(cf. Veimezxwy, 1967) to phro ztics without "szvimmg .

worcs'

Carcl Cromsky (1971 z_sc wcrked withk cain =i

syr.tac:zica. developmen= in way tnaT relates to
impact of written language. 1I.- 1259, she hac
investigated the syntactical s=ructures associa-

wWith c-rrect incerpretztion: o= ask, tell, p-or

easy tc see/kiard to see, as these structures deve - -

in children from age > to 10. 1In 1972, she decic=.
to tesi nine constructions withk children aged 6-1.
Of the nine, only five were of proper difficulry

to shei light on degr=es cf complexity of struc-ure,
accorcing to fer 1969 zuicelin=s “or tasks. He-
hypothesis was that t>: child .anguage acquisiz;:n
studies mizat substanziate clz. s of derivatic sl
complz:ity here for sentences. .- = way <that

Mosiic.. tz-zype study, dea’ing - .tk nonsense, c-:1d

not. ~te fitre constructior o we - . easy/hard to - -

promis. =ze!_; ask/tell. comstru-ticrs following z—d;

and cor . - _-tions following ait=.-ush.

33

Ul



~anguag =z Acquisition

29

--amiky had not . mact . the tasks ©o L2 mor=e than

]

r

Q
wn
2
<
L)

ec and was :.» . :d zc¢ discover that they
Z2llss 22 zzvelopmental serianp:e, vith.very little
varia :z. a4 pcst hoc ex: :zizn of the it=wms (o. 20)
shoowec m: zomom Zeatur: Thay =11 requ‘ : the
---sterar = fill in a mis: .. izem in orde -o understénd
~r2 senmter.c=." The rule * = _hiidrea hs ¢ understznd
-2 T violate the rule of -zferznce les=-.ac in ordirary
constroztizns.  The viclati required -:. ciild to
lgzore zhsz -Zlosest candidat: Zor referez: - e-d, in
Chomsk+'s =_:zrant phrase: Zz2ep on looki- ;. (Exampleé:
"Mother scolied Grezz for azrwering the pr. - and I
woull ~ave ione the samé”; "Y.other scoldec ir=ta for
answ:zr-ng te phone althou = 7 would have done the same. ')
The ;nteresting ~arz of this study for our
purTc: o8 war Carol Chousky =z decis-=n to exp lczz the

possitle zwlaticnship o reiiiﬁg TC *be chil ir=m's
lanzoage soozlepment . Fo- corncern was the a=c.nt and
comp. exit o the 1. .2z la arzuage which th:z children
4YC 0T Taml,

While «t-2 -~ %er »f childrer (thizcr-six; was
small 7o i 2o he ¢ ..~zagues found that being
Teed © url reading to cn.. 21f correlated t ‘hly +-ith

the ~-r_7 I aguiscic matur-—y on the Zive ' :sks they

ERIC | U
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tes.ed. She cautioned age_ .:. overirterpre:zin: has
corzelations and suggestec fo_low-up research into
the inf_uence of writte: _zzruige on overall larnsuess

acquisiztior.

Meving In a soriewh:z - ‘Z=ferenz dirsction =as
beer. research ints how: wri--en materZal is comprenencad.
Im ord r Zor writzen _znguzgs —o affect langtags overall
g Chomeky's worlk suggeste: tine child —wst unde—star.d
tre materie’. that he r.ads = -ears rzad. Ws Rzve
assutmed, socewhat sim-liistlizally, that readirmz For
or.es21f anc teing rezd to o: srzze in -he sam= menner .
we have even assumed -is with young childrem, it
seems, if we accedt t e =vicence of the use of the
icfrrmal Tsading in-e-tozy and other standard diagnestic
toc. s. Uﬂde* -he assurption the= reading for onsse f
anc being reacd to oper itz in th= same manner,
sor  investigzrors (Frodezikz= 1975; Mever, .0 -
hav. 2xplczed hev inp.  from wri:iten discours: al e s
a psosan's abili: ¢ 2call in: -rmation from -iie
disc :uise when it ~as ‘.eer rzzd o subjects. = <the

ass™.otiom _tself is addressed with listening zad

reac..nz condit ons. I feel that work of tn’: gort

may croviZe us: ful jnformac ics Lule the mter-lov
betwe: = written andd eval L:iroi e, These stu’ -

al. . seem zul. to nelp addr s issues raised .-
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Treadabilizv studies.

Readability formulze have been‘used as a
measure of text cdifficultr and this cifficulty kas
6ften been measured by the number cf unfamiliar
words and number of sentences in a set passage
length (Dale & Chall, 1948; Spache, 1960). Wich
the advent of transformational genarztive gramrs=rs,
Granowsky & Botel (1%74) devised a measure of
Syntactic Complexity o zdd to the usefulness of
traditional readabiliczy formulag. Earlier reszarch
hadrfailed to find sufficient effecz: of other variat.es
to warrant including th-m in the fermualae, even if
it seemed to commonsens:. that they did affect rhe
difficuity of the materi .1 ( Pearsen, 19753).

Granowsky & Bozel made the zssumption t-z-
syntactic complexity renders comrrehernsion difficut,
using evidence from time -f processing alonz wit:
order of acqqisition of svntactical structures to
build their case. A number of croosing studies
indicated tha: wri.rer language need not be mzd.~
simple in syv. = " r It tc 2id the weourg child;
in fact, comp!: ity of struciore might e easjier
for the child to process (Pearéon. 1975; Cazden,
1972; Smith, 1975; G zph, 1972; and, -o a degfee.
Siler,.1974).
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Pezrson, for example, found that syntactic
comrzlexicy may aid rather than hinder comprehension
in reading. He investigated three models: 1) the
readabi’lit- formula model; 2) the deep structure
(s¥ntaczic model; and 3). the "chunk' model.

He claimed that the traditional readability model

end the dezp structure model (Granowsky & Botel)

vere closely related because of theifbemphasis upon

“he surfac : structure of the sentence. " Both models
~~ ~ouli yiel: short sentences which would tend to

ve ¢f the simple, active, affirmative, declarafive

sort:;, with the surface structure more clearly

resc mbling the deep structure. He felt he could,

ther., test the assertation that syntactic complexity

renc:rs text harder to comprehend.

Pearson opposed these two models to the
Uchunk" model. He defined the chunk model by claiming
that material or ideas grouped together in meaningfui

cbmplex propositions enter storage more easily;
tray are tlso easier to recall than is material
brc:sen down .into atomistic, or simple propositions.
The chunking of ideas will aid the reader to make.
the inferences needed in comprehension, whereas the
separation of ideas.in atomistic propoéitions will

hinder comprechension. In other words, the chunk
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model would suggest that, as the surface structure
moves away from the deep structure, comprehepéion
ﬁay be facilitated because the propositions are
integrated rather than fragmented.

Consider these examples:

1. The man fell down when he was shot.

2. The man fell down. The man was shot.
The examples both contain the same number of simple
words. The second example, however, confains more
sentences-within the same passage length and the
sentence structure is simplér. Pearson'claimed that
the secondrexample with its two éimple proposi;ions
does not state the causal relationship which the
reader must draw in comprehending, but calls for the
reader to make an inference.

Readability models and deep'strécture
models tend to suggest that simple, atomistic
prbpoéitions are easier to undercstand; hence,
books for children would tend to be written in
shoft, choppy sentences. Pearson's study suggested
that this claim and the resulting practice in writing
are not valid. Almost all of the datalin his
experiments favored the chunk model for aiding cqmprehension

as well as being preferred by children. Pearson
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concluded that syntax is secondary to semantics;
we must make contact with the head:

. . [Alny psychological model which
attempts to explain the way in which
verbal data are processed must begin
with a semantic representation of the
total relations involved rather than
a syntactic description of the units
which make up the relations. " In short,
some concext must be put into the
head before syntactic processing can
occur. (p. 189) ,

Research by Siler (1974) questioned the division
between syntax and semantics itself. He studied errors
inserted in sentences and the effects of these errors
on 84 second- and fourth-grade pupils in North Colonie,
New York. _He hoped to determine whether an error in
syntax was more disturbing than an error thaﬁ was

semantic. Siler drew conclusions supporting Ross's

(1975) position about the interrelationship between

syntax- and semantics; one may claim that to violate

a sentence syntactically is to violate it semantically
and the reverse. Siler's conclusions were not based
entirely upon his data, however.

Siler's data indicated that children were most
disturbed by a sy@tactic error and second by errors
that were both éyntactic and_sémantic. They were
fairly well able to handle a sentence that contained

only a semantic error. Siler warned that he thought

°o -39
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the study might have Seen biased toward syntactic
errors; he said that syntactic grammars have a more
d= Tined taxonomy which can be utilized more readily
ir devising exp=Timental tasks. (I assume he meant
he understood s~ nzactic graﬁmars better than semantic
models.) He moved further away from his data in ‘
drawing his con:lusioms that semantics and syntax
interrelate and ‘eferred to evidence from oral
language acquis::ion studies:

I contrast, data based on the observations
of oral language development suggested that
semantics may be the more powerful constraint
and further suggested that semantics may
determine the order of emergence of syntactic
categories. (p. 599)

Studies in comprehension of written discourse
and studies in complexity and/or readaEility may
furnish evidence of how written language and oral
language interrelate, but the evidence thus far is-
sketchy. We need not only evidence about howfﬁritten
language may affect children's acquiéition of language
but also evidence about the attention processes the

child may need for written language to have such an

effect.

Metalinguistic Awareness. One kind of attention process

needed may be the ability to analyze one's lahguage. Gibson—
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and Levin (19755 and Roger Brown (1973) have eommented
upon the lack of requirements for the presehool child
to analyze his ownllanguage; instead, the vety'young
child Eses-his language.v We can all sympathize with
| Roger Broﬁn's plaints about the headaches childfend
have caused him when he attempted to get them to~
report directly on how they conceive of language.
(I remember heing'sung "Bill Grogan's Goat" three timeh
when I asked a five-year-old to teach me a word; |
I never was sure whether he was trying to teach me
a word or trying to get medto leave him alone.)
| From the‘moment'children'begLnISEhool,'howevef;
~ they are asked to analyze their owdvlanguaée (or‘the
language of.some reading or'teadiness prograﬁ).l _
Linnea Ehri (1975)'c1aimed that these school-tasks call .
for "metalinguistic skllls, or ''conscious awareness of
ahd gb;l;ty’fS/ﬁgh:;ulate language as an obJect" (p. 204)
Papandropoulou & Slnclalr (19/4) descxlbe chlldren
belng asked to llsten for ! sounds," "words, 'and
| "sentences" before.the children haje'conscious awarehess
of these elements in their language. Downing & Ollver
(1974) suggested that teachers assume that children
havevconcepts for these metallngulstlc terms when
in fact %hey do not, or when they have the concepts:

in such a rudimentary form that the school tasks
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cannot access them.
Papandropoulou & Sinclair investigated the
‘ dévelopment of the concept for ﬁword” in chiidr n
in Ceneva, Switzerland, from ages 4—10. They simply
. asked these children, ''What is a word?" Then thgp
probed the responses. They found'a_developmentai\
trend»in cnildren's ability to reflect upon language.
Papandropoulou & Sinclair described this development
as having four fairly well-defined stages
First, most 4 and 5 year old children did
not differentiate between words and\objects and,
occasionaily, between words and actions. Chair was
cailed a long word, for instance, because a chair
. has long legs.
| At stage two, some 5 year olds.through most
7 year olds still cons1dered words to correspond to
real- world referents. They found eVidence_for-this
in the refusal of the children to admitjthat‘and and the
were words as well as in' their definitions for ”word."'
‘The children commented upon ‘the functions of words
in commenting about something or labelling something
Children began to mention letters in their definitions

of "word" but in a confused manner.

Meaning' entered into the definitions at stage ‘three.

L a2
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Some precocious 6 year olds up through 8 year olds
began to mention meaning,-rgther than just indicating
é corfespondence with évreferent.'1Ihe strange thing
(perhaps ﬁoc's;range at all, but significant) about
this stage to Papandropoulou & Sinclair was the
tendency of the children tb define é wordvnégétively
in terms of meaning. The word was not the meaning-
bearing-unit;xthe.sentencg or story was the meaning-
bearing unit and the’ﬁord was."a bit" of a sﬁdry or
Sentence. (I have .often had'childrén usé jusf that
définitidn: £ word is a "little bit" of a sentence.) *

At the fourth stage, the children viewed words
as'separate meaningful units (ékéépﬁ the is stiil
dehiedlmeaning) and.also'regarded words, with dégrées
of sophistication, to be grammatical units.-- The ’
developmental trend would seem to in@icate an impact
from written language, but itvwouidwﬁe interesting
to Seé.this question posed more directly'(cf;fC?’Chqmsky,
1972; Castle, 1976). |

The qﬁes;ionfof wﬁether metaiiggﬁistiC'concepts
arise naturally from impact with written language and
from school tasks, whether they can be taught, or whethéf

‘teaching directly interferes with metalinguistic concepts
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also remains to be addressed. Work has béen done under

<

/ .
the assumption that teachers expect children to have
. S/
metalinguistic awarenesses that they/do not have and -
that such- expectatlods are either harmful or frultless

Downlng & Ollver (1974) worked with children "in - f

B.C. They asked for Judgments about whether or not
|

various sound‘stlmull were words. The forty ~two ‘

children they studied exhibited significant confusions

‘at each grade level, confusing phonentes, syllahles,

-

and words. !:=y children confused words with phrases,

with sentences, and even with nonverbal sounds.

Downitg & Oliver’suggested that teachers

were not tezching metalinguistic'concepts but were

‘expectlng chlldren to have the concepts naturally
_The form that this teachlng should take is not clear;

: however I am remlnded of Courtney Cazden's -

observatlon (1973) that only at school age do chlldren

have their utterances reacted to w1th emphas1s upon

‘correct output rather than responded to as communications.:

Metallngulstlc concepts include meaning, but we often .

—

only emphaslze word;, letter sound etc. We may

 be falllng to attend to a metallngulstlc awareness

that would facllltate the development of othcr

- metalinguistic awarenesses when we use teaching practices
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that fail to str. getting meaning out . f writing
(1 might add, bri-.-.ng our meanings. to writing és wéll).

. This opir..n about failure to stresé meaning
was supportéd tangencially by Duane R. Toveyl(1976) in
an:e#ploratiOn of children's percéﬁtioné about'what théy_‘
do and ouéht to do when théy read. These 30 American
fourth-graders said they looked at every leﬁter, at every
Word,kand that reading Qas ”readiﬁg out loud."..They |
sentence, they t=——ec to "sound it out.'" Only two of
the éhildrén Tove; surveyez said that they dééd*the
Structure of.thc -~ntence cr used meaning clues to
heip them solve mimown wprds.

I attemp ~ -0 ask this question somewhat

differently, ask:. .ral Virginia children in.gradés
one‘through%five :heyﬁlearned a word in talking
" and how they lear - . a word in rgadiﬁg. I‘fOund far
. more childrer  szussing Zeaning thén\did ToVéyg

however, my qu _.st_on was worded about learning new

words rather than about solving ngédgd wofds in a

print context. (These two studies point out the

- confusions with which ihvestigators pose metalinguistic

' questions to children.) = ) , S

~ Some .of the metalinguistic studies assume

that children have cbncepts Which‘they.may not have.

45
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The . Tovey study assumed that children had a workable
concept for such terms as word and sentence. Other
research has questioned children'indirectly about.their
metalinguistic‘concepts Dan Slobin (1966) reviewed
Karpova s 1955 study with Russian childret (zzes 3-5,
younger than the boundary set for this pape : ~+ho were
asked,to repeat sentences - then to tell how rmz7 words
were in' the sentences what the first worD was, and
80 forth ~ The: children responded in much the =
fashion as ‘did the American children of Ehr: (Z975) and
Holden & MacGinitie (1971). The children z~oupe:
meaningfullphrases together as.”words.” There w:zs
a progreSSici, according to Slobin's.abstract, townrd
more printlike segmentation “first isolati“g nouns
then isolating sentence subJects from pred,t:tes and
;finallf, some of the older children could isolate most.
woxds ~with the exception of the functor words.,
_(Later Karpova used training with plastic iounters
to facilitate segnentation reporting by‘ the children.)
o Ehri and'Holden & MacGinitie found that some
physical-representation like Karpova's‘counters
helped the childrenlwith such a task. Holden &
MacGinitie diVided their study into two parts

speech and the printed convention The poor use of

print as a clue to segmentation caused them to caution

/
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first-grade teachers that concept building for words,
_print, and even space-might be a neglected steﬁ in
begihning_reading instrugtion since childre:. segmented
orally in a different manner than they segmented
visually. - : _ | | By g
| Ehri (1975) tested 35 &hite middle-class
preSchodlers,'kiﬁdergarteners,!and first-graders in
Davice, California, for their awareness of words as
umits, She,uséd four tasks ‘with thedéssu@ptiom tzat
reading may heighten :etalingu:s:iC-awéreness ir
childran; written lancuage 1ay Tontributa to the
dzvelcpment of the o -rall lanz-age system. Her
children‘were ésked to put a given word inté'a’story;
to tap fbf the number of wcfds —n a sentence and to
put.down'chips:for’the num-er of syllables; to locate
a word ﬁisplacéa_in two_répetitions of a sentence;
’and tonliéten;to‘a sentence for a gpécific syllable
_'which might be either.stressed'qr unstressed.
Thévresults.indicated,-as wquld.be axpected,
'inéréased ability with incfeaséd*age.- Ehri suggested
a follow-up study comparing~poor.readers with
prefeaders. The tégksqdid not seem particﬁlarlyr
'weii designed to detectimetalinguistic,awarénéss

in a manner pertinent to -the interplay between written




- elements, such as segmentation into words, which s

‘_tanguage'ﬁzquisition
: IR 43

and oral language,‘except-;o reinforce -the proposal
that cnilcren mav need aid in attending to the task
of segmentation in these studies of ”words4a$-words;"
Ehri did raised an imp .-tant queétion 2
the conclusion c¢f the 'study. She speculated zoout
the difficulty the chiliren had with unstress=4
fumcrzz words. 3She sugzested that, asichildrzm learn
to rez=Z Englisz, an ¢nal “tical language which uises
dé:&::irers ard prer. it.ons as separate word. ,

- .-Ter m&y have tc oarn that these unstres:ed

f

furctors are "words | ore or less from scratch" when

‘th=y be; in to read; a -ernately, they may have

de'eloped some awarenc 3s of these words as words
frim th: speech flow, although less than for more
sa lent words: l | | ’
Zhri's viewpoint.was that Children come to the
reading task with‘implicit knowledge of métalinguistic

the printed conventions can bring into awareness, enabling

"tte child to analyze and reflect uponvtbequmponénts

‘of his speech" (p. 211). Ehri proposed, as has

Helen Castle (1976) that the printed convéntiqn

.

~eache:’

t

the chiid what a word s, in terms of print:
. . [I]t is clear that exposure to print

teaches the beginning reader what a word is
as~defineé by printing conventions. (p. 211)

18
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Ehri's ard Castle's speculaticns relate to
the Question of the _nterplzy between written and
Qral language. The:r ideas suggest that we =ight
~view both written ard oral language &s contr.buting
to the child's language system. As aduits - . a literate
society, we often dc not urderstand a vword catil
someone spells or wrttes it for us. At schcol ag=,
1t 1s possible that the mcr: metalinguistic aware-ess
that a child brings to prizz, the less the child ill
have to learn from print ebbut concepts like Qord,
sﬁace, sentencejﬁthe less he brings, :the more‘the
printed convention may have to contribute to the
child's metalinguisticbeﬁareness and.tdtal lahguage

system. However, as Holdern & MacGinitie warn,
/

/

print may not be able to mak: this contribution
unless tke chlld is aided in building concepts for
aeralinguistic elements Tovey s study yields some .
slight evidence that mistaken teachihg or learning
may be detrlTental I would suggest that the teacher
should be attuned to the chlld s oral and w11tter
1anguage development

The final sectlon_of this papef“wiii deal
with some implications coming from teachlng about

the developlno language awarenesses of chlldren

L4
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To 1limit the discussion, I\havec:ncantrated on

~a description of word exploracion activities

‘conducted with children I have heen teaohing. Word

exploration cannot be divorced from the main purpose
of readlng, comprehending and 1nte“a€t11g with what

one reads. \The child's words can _oﬁe from any scurc:ce,
\

but the words mentioned in discussing Bruce's work : -

it . . A . : . )
come prlmarlly\:rom stories Bruce has r=ad. T=ey

are words he.particularly likes or is curious about.

\.

We have classified or sorted these WOrds

phonologlcally and/or graphically; in a sense, we have

sorted them syntactlcally, by "part of speech” WE
have sorted them semantically, by tke meaning relzzion-
ships /that can be preserved throuzhcut derivaticnz.
'changes. We have just Segun to expl:re how words
mean (the pragmatlc uses to whlch thev can be put) .
in a se1f consc1ous rashlon

Our exploratlots ~nvolve writtezm language Input
since the words come from storles :nally, to tie

in a1l sections of the research reported, cur exploration

" is highly metalinguistic, examining language-as-

language. Bruce, the one child I idencify, is

12 years old and his language system, like mine, is

iStlll developlng and becomlng a greater source of

i

wonder ‘and enjoyment to us. both
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Some Implications from Teaching’

'

We have examined evidence that the child's
language system is still developing after age 5.
By including metalinguistic awareness as part of

the language system, we may argue that many adults

) are still in the language'acquisition proéeés,

1Y

re-organizing their knowledge about language into |
_internalized‘rule;syétems. Among the adults quiéé
likely to be still re—orééniéiﬁg'are teachérs, I
would argue.
The following desériptions of teaching practices
.illustfate‘thé poinp-éf child-adult language_acquisitioh
in the teachiﬁé-learniﬁg sicﬁation. The descriptions
are personal ékplofations of ways‘teachers have helped
_ facilitate.child-langﬁage_acquisitidn and,iin Ehe‘process,v
havefdiscoyéred new thiﬁgsﬂabout théir own Ianguage;
I will be‘discussing activities done under
the'inst}uctidnal fubric;‘Thé'Languagé'Experience _
Afproach..fThe.mrthod used,'érecisely, or the degfee
of formality witz\whiéh the method is uséd is, for
the most part,voptional; the degree of langﬁage
~exploration which_theﬂggacher dées directiy with
the cﬁild shbuld.be'Heggrmined by thé_needs of the

child. The activities described do reflect a philosophy

51
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* toward language and thus are not capricious; they
are purposeful. Nevertheless, 1 maintain that they
- could be done under other rubrics and in other ways.
The instructional rubric I have chosen,
The Language Experience Approach, usually includes
the final words ''to Reading,' making the full title
"The Language Experlence Approach to ‘Reading." I
have expanded my conceptlon of the tasks of the
teacher and learner, however, durlng my exploratlons
of child 1anguage acquisition. 1 do not know how
wrltten language and oral language affect each other,
but T am conv1nced that they do affect 'each other.
It now Seems to me than when we teach reading, we,
are capitalizing upon an 1nternallzed rule- governed
flanguage system Wthh the chlld acqulres gradually; -
when we teach readlng and the chlld indeed ‘bécomes
able to read, we are furnlshlng new 1anguage experlences
band concepts for him to 1ncorporate into his rule—
governed‘system. The internalized system that the
. child already has affects new learnings; we are |
not pouring informatlon 1nto an empty,‘shapeless'
container. We have no ch01ce about 1nd1v1dua11z1ng
inetrﬁctlon the child," w1th an rnd1v1duallzed
system_j forces 1nd1v1dua11zatlon The Alabama boy
: 1 -
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marks a picture of a bell with an A and a macron
or tells me that bell "is a long A word." I listen
to him, 'and, sure enough, hgll_"is a lcng A nord"
for him. I might get him to give me the "right"
answer, but I cannot force him to hear what he does
not hear. |
The overall guideline to the Language Experience
Approach is child development: hthe'teacher4will engage
‘with the child in language experiences and‘willlobserve
‘Hdevelopmental signs of language acquisition. It might
‘be said that ‘the teacher watches for metalinguistic |
awarenesses . and helps facilitate their development
Many of\the practices described here are quite like
those discussed by Russell Stauffer (1970), but many
are. different including the fuller use of the Word
w.Sort and Word Hunt techniques |
| The way the teacher can observe developmental
signs with prereaders is to have them share some
. active experience, such as playing with a baby chicken
The‘teacher;and'children play with the chicken; I call
* this the gé;ng or'the happening, thanks'tc“Starling '
Reid (1944). Then the chick, the stimulus or the refer
‘or‘the/context i1s removed and the teacher and children

discuss their experiernce w1th the teacher noticing the

1%
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- level offoral language development of each child,

I call ttis the talking. T feel that it is important
to separate the talking from the composing, which'is
the next step. After the talking, the teacher‘invites
the children to compose a story which she will write
down.  The teacher may then write the children's

account of the experlence on a large chart or board

with the chlldren watchlng Durlng the.. comp031ng

the teacher notices the degree to which each child
indicates an awareness of the difference between oral
language and written language, whether the child is

composing or talking. She is aware that it is too

simple to proclaim that writing is "talk written down,"

/
-

as the old saying goes. One child talked fluently

about making paperdoll clothes in the normalvpattern'

of oral lenguage* when asked to‘compose she indicated

an ewareness of - sentences and of a more formal code.
She was not aware of many aspects of written language;
she didn't know what was'endoded in writing. She
compoeed: "First you get thel-ummm--materials. Leave
out the ummm." - : - -

In‘writing down»theﬁcombosition after a happening
/like the chicken experience the teacher attempts to get

a contribution from every chlld, labelllng the’ Chlld s

: 5 4
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. words Qith his or her name ("said Mary'; '"said John").
She makes note of the chiidren who do not seem to be
ready to contribute to the '"story" ("story'" because
it is a hybrid, perhaps not fﬁlly oral language or
written language). She differentiates instruction
for the children on the basis of the observations
she makes,‘ -

- From here on I.will describe the éctivities
as if the children are ""progressing on schedule,"
whatever that means. The teacher and children "read"
~the story together after the'compoéing; I suppose
I must call this step the reading, to continue tHe
pattern. They choral-read the story, with the teacher .
6bserving'which children show signs of remembering
their own sentence or part of it, remémbering their
‘names, anticipating a word from thé sense of the

sentence and event context.
’ A schedule_of re-readings is followed, with

the teacher watching for children who can remember

a sentence, or a word, or part of a story. She wants

fo know which children pay atctention to‘the éegmentation
of the prinfed representation of language. For example, ’

she'watches for the children who can point to the

word chick in the sentence, 'The chick was ygllow;”




Language Acquisition
51

by tracking to the word. She is attentive to any
sign that the children have some awareness that
the four 'words' are set off by the spaces between
and surrounding them.

(Some teachérs feel that pointing to each
word and pronouncing each word separately may
facilitate the child;s awareness of the connection

,'betwéen,oral segmentation and written segmentation:
"The-chick-was-yellow." Other teachers feel that
the child should hear the sentence-read‘witthqrmal

"expression," or stress, pitch, and juncture, to
bofrowvterms from the linguists. -Perhaps some children
need‘a bit of both at the beginning reading stages;
certainly the child who shows awareness that the
space is a meaningful clue to where the words are--
and that there are such "things' as words--does not
need the staccato version.)

The children tend to learn a few words from
these early pseudo-stories. One of the words most
frequently iearned could be predicted by anybody;
the child most frequently learns his own name. Also
the teacher communicates to children her concept
-for remembering words. One important kind of memory

for words is being able to recognize the word when

it is taken out of the story context and written on

.
!
¥
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a card or the chalkboard. 1If the child ﬁforgets"
the word when it is removed-from the story context,
the teacher watches for the child's awareness

that he can go back to the story, locate the sentence
from which the word came, and ''track it down" again.
Tﬁis'tracking down is also an important part of

, memory for words, because‘phe child indicates that

he can use tools for remembering. The"child who
tracks down the word in a sentence may or may not
have ;a developing concept for ''sentence.' He may
conceive of the strategy as 'looking for my part

of the story,'" and the teacher makes note of any

indfcation of the developing Qoncépt.for "sentence."
The teacher will ask the child to find words

from the story which the chiid thinks he "knows."

If the child can remember these words over a

period of days, these words are then written on

cards and placed in a persoﬁal collection, often

called a Word Bank. This collection is treated

as being quite special; these words are well;known.

Words that are remembered are kept in the Word Bank;

words that are ''forgotten' are re-loégted in the |

\,

\
story to see if the story will clue the

t \remembering;

)

words that are temporarily lost from theXWOrd Bank

o7
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re-enter when the child can sustain them in memory
quite well. The teacher does not ''drill' the child
with the words but allows the words to re-enter the
Word Bank "if they will." The teacher wishes to
help children understand that memory is not oﬁce-and—
for-always in reading but is quite like memory in
ﬁhe other contexts of his life; He learns words, as
he does people, better and better as he has more
experience with them and forgetting is a normal
part of_living and learning. His memories will
return and he can learn ways to help them return.

The emphasis in the Word Bank idea is to
collect a group of words which the child consistently
recognizes almost instantly, however. We believe
that the child needs well-processed units, or
1sight vocabulary, if he is to deal with these»,
ﬁnifs in the analytical way that I have referred to
in this paper as using metalinguistic awareness.

In language acqﬁisition, Ruth Clark (1974) listed
ipétancés in which the child incorporated an

unanalyzed unit into oral laﬁguage, but could

not break it down or use it in-new situations. It

.may be speculated that such an unanalyzed unit could

not contribute to the child's rule-system; analysis

58
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cannot take.place until the word or other unit is

well-processed. I ~oul . like to suggest trat,

similarly, a word _:arn:zd in reading shouid be an

iter stabilized in reading usage before a child

is asked to analyze it, particularly in the beginning

reading stages. | |

In teaching a child to read, a teacher often

’:assumes that she‘must teach certain skills, such as
.the sounds for beginning and ending consonants,

vowel patterns, inflectional endings, and the like.

The:extreﬁé opposing view to this aésumption would

be: "That's ridiculous. The child already knows

sounds; he uses thém, doesn't he?'" A cbmmonsense

and also informed viewpoint would mediate between

fhese two: the child does use the sounds of his

language in ar organized, rule-governed system g

in order to speak, but he does not yet know the

kind of match or matches between the oral sounds

of language and the written symbols on.the paper.

The teacher may help the child explore

the relationship-between his stories, His sentences,

his words, and the squiggles on paper by using the

stable collection of knovn, or remembered, words

that I have called the Word Bank. Only whén such

59
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a collection of well—prdcessed words (meaning by

word, the marks on paper that we typically set

off by the spaces in writing a statement) is gathered
would the teacher ask the child to look for words

that "begin like Sally,'" etc. Only when she‘has some
reasonable evidence that the child is aware, to some
extent, of a word as a word, a sentence as a sentence,

a letter as a letter--cnly when the child has displéyed
some metalinguistic awarenesseé——would she ask the child
to analyzelthesevlinguistic elements.

With the words from the Word Bank, the child
can be guided in categorization activities through
which he cén have opportunities to incérporate into
his knowledge of how language works new hypotheses.
about how the letters and épaces work to stand for
the segments and‘fhythms of word sounds in oral
language. We have called these woré exploration: .
activities Word Sorts.

The teacher can guide the Word Sorts initially,
asking the child to sort his words according to two
or three beginning sounds; for example, and to put
Vall the other words “nto the "miscellaneous,' or

"leftover pile," to use Anderson’s term. After the

child has sorted his words, ﬁhe teacher will ask

60
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him to affirm his decision, in effect, to check
through his words one by one, to see if they truly
fit the category he has esteblished. This strength
cf decision step allows the child to assert his
degree of certainty. This step also allows the
child to know that it is his understanding of the
category that is important. It allows him to
assert: "I don't see this as that sort of a thing."
It may also allow him to become increasingly aware
that boundaries areéyaguer(Anderson, 1975; Labov,_
Wittgenstein, | h

After the child has done a numbeerf these
Structured Word Sorts, the child may sdggest other
Sorts to do, or the teacher may éék‘the éhiid to’
sort the words without specifying‘the categor;;
Then she may ask the cﬁild; "Why did you ;ort
the words this way?" The Open-Ended Word Sorts
allow the child to demonstrate-neﬁ concepts abogg
how words work. (Often we overlook learning that
_takeé place when the child is over in the cornéf‘;f‘
alone with a book, or listening to stories read
aloud, or'reading advertisementé on cereal boxes.

Open-Ended Word Sorts can allow the child to

displdy and test out his new categorizations,
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including those he has worked out in private.)

I ¢hall omit further description of Word Sorts

-for bagiqping consonants, vowel spelling patterns,

inflectional endings, compound words, etc.; instead,

I would like to indicate how this same strategy

-may operate for children who are becoming more

proficient in reading. I should mention, however,
that the procedures for what I am calling Word Sorts
come from the notion of categorization which may

be one of the basic operations of thinking (Bruner et al.,

.1956; Rosch, 1975a and'1975b§ Scribner, 1974). This

categorization may go on with or with@ut ggided
activities but if unguided the strategy may be less
efficient for schoolﬁrelated.tasks (Scribner, 1974) .

A common rule-of-thumb has circulated for
yéars'about Word Banks. You uée Word Baﬁks with
the child only so long as they are indeed helpful
to get the child reading books, whether primers or easy
storybooks. To be able to read with this degree
of ease the child needs to recognize some of the

most common words used in runninhg speech/text,

‘ but he also needs to have some way of working out new

words. From the dictated stories (and from being read to),
the child learns that the Story'can'gﬁide'him'to

what the word may. be. From Word Sérts, or other
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word exploration activities, the child may learn
other ways of working"out new words; these ways
of'working out new words are'typically called
"phonic skills," 6r "word attack skills,"” or
some such title. I would rather consider these
ways of working out new words to b?,§?fateg%?§:4_
word-solving stfategies in thé context of child
language acquisition; the child generates some
hypotheses about how words work and incorporates
the hypotheses that survive testing into his
internalized rule-system. |

Recently a colleagpe asserted ﬁhe belief
that the rule-of-thumb of the Word Bank's outgrowing
‘its dsefulhégs ﬁay be related to the idea of the
rule-system. He speculated that thé limitnusually
given for the Word Bank size (250-300 words)
may be given because from that number of words
the child has evidence from thch to test hypothésés
about how to solve most unknown words which he will
find in primers. (He‘has also readlstbries and
sentences Qith a meaningful context and has explored
metalinguistic elements enough that more direct

teéching may now be éffeéti?e. The teacher may feel

confident that when she says;~ﬂLook-0n~g§ggﬂ%37«¥~—w-mw~w
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find the first word in the second sentence; tell me
what sound the letters TH- represent,' the child
will be able to attend to the underlined words with
some unders;anding of the meaning of the directions.)

We have played with the idea that the Word

A R

Béﬁkwouﬁéféﬁé-ifg'uééfﬁlnes; i fﬁé 1 - zhil .
llanguag? dcquisition research. One school faculty
elected to use the term Extended Word Bank to
distinguish between the beginniﬂg Word Bank and
»a collection of words used for more sophisticated
word exploration. These teachers sfreSs‘thé idea
of well-processed, or well-remembered sight
vocabuléry words in the berin" ng Worc ~ .ni  .a
the Extended Word Baﬁk, they encourage the children
to use newef words along wi+~h the Tiovews ahe Ty
words.

The children are encouraged not just to
sort old words, but to actively seek out new words.
We call these activities Word Hunts. In Word Hunts
we assume that the child has a fairiy good grasp
6n/his categories. He may hunt for words with
certain prefixes,orwguffixes; he may look for nouns

or verbs; he may look for words that fit a semantic
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category. In any case, we still ask the child to
"define" the category: What are you looking for?
We ask him to state the criterion he is using:
Why did you pick this word for this category?
We ¢. him for strengrch of decision: Does it

fit? I have become increasingly Zmpr2ss2d with

this zrprcech when I have heard a student say:
Well. you know, this word seems like it could be
a noutn--then again, it seems like it could be a
verb. Or say: This word just almost seems like
it wculd fit, but it rezlly doesn't. These

chil - scem to be savir-. along with Anderson.
that =h2v _nderstand ' ..: boundaries are vague

when you take a close look.

Back "¢ ih: Research

Anderson might have used a bettér pﬁrase
thaé "boundaries are vague.'" She might have said
boundaries\are alive, or used some metaphdr expréssing
the variabiiity of the categories. Her cup and glass
reseérch is intriguing, whatevérvher metaphor. We
might claim thét those people who "know" the most

in any field are those people who sense most strongly

the ''vagueness'' or aliveness of boundaries, or of
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categories, or of definitions (Wittgenstein, 1958).
Spectrographic analysis of speech has illustrated
that sounds which I firmly classify as the ''same"
are not produced in the same manner and, when

segmented, do not sound the same (Glucksbérg & Danks,

Herb Clark's work in semantic fields
has awakened me to the awareness'thét use of words

in an acceptable context does not always- imply that

.the user understands by that word what I think he

does. Eleanor Rosch's work with typicality ‘ratings
has alértéd me to- the variability with which
individuals view words in categories; that the
overall ratings look similar, but that individuals
classify differeptly../Variability and invariance
are both aspects of laﬁguage inquiry (Labov, 1972).

Word Sorts have increased my sensitivity

to the aliveness of boundaries. I have been

comforted by reading that philosophers of language

énd psycholinguists also have trouble with

"boundaries. Consider the name Word Sort. What is

a word? I did a Word Sort recently for a course
in cognitive psychology, using a list taken randomly

from a dictionary. I chose fifty words, fifty nouns.
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'From those fifty words, five were what cone might
call separated compound words (words?)--
joss stick
pop art
inky cap
. fan mail
tourist class
one was hyphenated--
write-off
two were joined--
billiﬁgsgate
. cobweb
[Now that I chose that visual diéplay, what
do I do to end the sentence (is it a sentence when

I spread it out?)__ (And what punctuation mark goes

 where I put the ]

" Yet I am fairly comfortable with those
cbmpound words as words, and I am certéin that
the reader can process the display and ideas
I just wrote. Wittgenstein (1538) pointed to
the aliveness of boundaries and the miracle that
with-these alive boﬁndaries we still communi?&te
with and comprehend each other. | N

I am doing a fairly persistent metalinguistic

Word Sort in my current study of language and
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of readiﬁg education. I am becoming increasingly

aware of language as an intelligible system (I can

make sense out of it, generate rules that work in

it); I am also increasingly aware of language as

a system internal to me, constantly changing its meanings

and uses for méi:' -
Weinreich and ails associates indicated that

lar guage change can be characterized as following

certain patterns but that our predictions about

sound change, etc., do not rest upon causation

which we have been able to infer; the predictions

rest on capturing chahge in the act of happening.

Percentages of usage in certain groups of individuals,.

fitted together with how change has occurred in

the past, allow us to make predictions about

language change, but these are a peculiar sorﬁ of

predictionf .Observing language change in the

individual, in the young child acquiring language,

may Sé what the teacher is observing in the Word

Sort, and the predictions she makes are also a

peculiar sort of prediction, strongly related to

the teacher’s own metéﬁinguistic analyses.

I used to try to structure a learning task

so that the child would be able to move flawlessly
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from simple to complex, from concrete to abstract;
Néw I doubt the possibility of that aprroach. a
Roger Brown (1973) observed that very young children
do not acquiré labélsifrom conéréte to abstract, -
judging by adult standards. Some children willl
learn a specific namé>first (collie); others will
learn what adults would :call a superordinate (dog)}.
Labels can come first, with instances learned
iater; or the reverse can happen‘with instances
learned first and a label applied later. He even
argued that some categories are built from a
midpoint of specificity'outward toward a more
overarching label and toward more defined ihsténces.
However this labelling goes and relates to the
child's-concepﬁs, we do not understand the
intficaéies yet (cf. E. Clark, 1973a and 1973b;
K. Nelson; 1974) . |

bThg lesson I draw is that we must obse%ve the
child's concepts with him. The child with Whom I
am currently working has héd some fqrmai-teéching
for some metalinguistic conqepts..~Thus he has
beén able to"pfocged from’my giving!him'a school-

type term in directions: Bruce, find all the

_ short vowel words in your Word Bank and sort them
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into the five short vowel categories we have been
working on. lOther,concepts Bruce has less
prepafation for; I.must observe him more closely
to gﬁesa what his COneept-is. For example, I
asked him to take some word cardsfand sort them
into nouns, verbs, pronouns, and Etovers.” I

asked him what his deflnltlons were for these

categories.  He recited the traditional
"nouhisanameofapersonplaceorthing," and tdld me
J

,he wasn't too sure what a verb was, but it was
kindalike some kind of action. In.that/barticular
Word Sort, T decided td ask him to Perféfm
operatlons on the words that you can uéually
perform with nouns (make them plural) or w1th

verbs (change them 1nto‘phe‘tn1rd p?;son singular
form, past ﬁense form, prdgéessiye%/add infinitive
forﬁs; the' -s form, the -ed form, éhe -ing form

and the to - form). bFrom his operations:pn‘the
wgrds, he made decisiqns to remove some words

from his classifications on more'refinedderiterioh
(by "adult".standards) than he began with. He also
began to use the metalinguistic labels easily after e

performing the operations; he began to spegk of

the’' past tense form after he realized ti:t told
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and went actually fit his verb ca£egory, including
the —éd form, but that -ed wasn't descriptive
enough. The labels came to the concept.

Because of these discoveries with Bruce and
of my study in child language acquisition, I noc
longer try to‘structure the learning task from
simple to.cémplex, concrete to abstract, because I
realize that\} am not sure what that means, or
what sense it;makes in working with the yéung
language acquirer. Néxt, Brﬁce and I are going
to see what sor;iof‘éense‘we can make from prefixes

. aud suffixes by usiﬁg Carol Chomsky's (1970)
suggestions about the congruence between '"lexical

spelling" and English orthography: history,

historian, historical, etc. Ordinariiy, I would
have had Brucglhﬁnt for wofds with prefixes and
suffixes :;?/éried to help him infer thé‘meaﬁings
of these affixes. qu I am going to have him_ ‘

look for/and think of "related words," like

cycle, bicyclé, motorcycle, tricycle, uniéycle,

~—

czclié%l, then pull the cdncept of prefix/suffix
f/gm that. Bruce may discover prefixes and suffixes
'/éiat'are "alive" in the language and others that.

/// are '"dead," using thecriterion of whether we

1.
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covld put that beginning or ending on a "new" root

’
’

and‘maké.sense out of the changed word.
Carol Chomsky (1972) suggested th;t certain
usages come from the written language,‘the formal
language code used in books. Gleason'(l973):
‘identified styles or codes in oral sbeech- styles

exist in written language also. Ruth Clark (1974) -

/.—f"

-descrlbed unanalyzed units and How they«cah.become
analyzed in oral language. I am discovering
unanélyzed units in written laﬁguage that I am
having to analyze at ‘a usage level, and others,
- on a metalinguictic level.
| The posSibility has beeg raised‘that not
all,language'structures are iearned by all speakers,
or/even readers- few people Qould étestlon the
statement that our semantlc understandlngs ‘are
f‘contlnually changing. It is my goal to analyze-
my own'ﬁnderstandings enoﬁgh to be of aid to this
child who is leaxning to read, since it is possible--
tame yg£§4—thét:written language tan contribute to

. -zhis‘overali;iénguage system.
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